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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 24 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 10 - 12 and 15 - 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Wanta et al. (US Pat Application Publication 2002/0152145, hereinafter Wanta). 

4. Regarding claim 10, Wanta discloses an object distribution system for controlling load 
distribution during access to objects resident on a plurality of computers attached to a 
communication network, the system comprising: 

a client computer attached to the network, wherein a client prop-am is resident on the 
client computer (page 2, paragraph 22); 

a first server attached to the network, wherein a first object is resident on the first server 
(page 2, paragraph 22, page 4, paragraphs 50-51, page 6, paragraph 71 - 73); 

a second server attached to the network, wherein a second object is resident on the second 
server (page 2, paragraph 22, page 4, paragraphs 50-51, page 6, paragraph 71 - 73), and 
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wherein the first and the second objects perform a function (page 2, paragraphs 21 - 22, page 4, 
paragraph 50); and 

a distributor program for receiving requests for the function and for selecting between the 
first and the second object to perform the function for the client program (page 1, paragraph 14, 
and page 2, paragraphs 20 and 24, page 5, paragraph 56), wherein the requests are passed from 
the client program (page 2, paragraph 24). 

5. Regarding claim 11, Wanta discloses the distributor function balances access between the 
first and the second objects (page 2, paragraphs 19-20, page 6, paragraphs 85-86). 

6. Regarding claim 12, Wanta discloses the distributor function balances loading across the 
first and the second servers (page 2, paragraphs 19 - 20). 

7. Regarding claim 15, Wanta discloses the first and the second objects are CORBA 
compliant (page 2, paragraph 26, page 4, paragraph 54). 

8. Regarding claim 16, Wanta discloses the feature of both fine and coarse balancing of 
object distribution (page 1, paragraphs 19 - 20 and 24, and page 7, paragraph 90). 

9. Regarding claim 17, Wanta discloses a method for balancing object and/or server loads 
across a communication network, wherein the method comprises: 

receiving a request for a function from a requesting program (page 2, paragraph 24), 
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selecting an object to provide the function, wherein the selection involves distributing 
requests for the function across a plurality of objects providing the function (page 1, paragraph 
14, and page 2, paragraphs 20 and 24, page 5, paragraph 56, page 4, paragraphs 50-51, page 6, 
paragraph 71 - 73); and 

providing a reference to the selected object to the requesting program, wherein the 
requesting program can access the selected object to perform the function using the reference 
(page 2, paragraph 24, page 4, paragraph 56 - page 5, paragraph 57). 

1 0. Regarding claim 18, Wanta discloses the requesting program is resident on a first 
computer and the selected object is resident on a second computer, and wherein the function is 
performed on the second computer and the results of the function are communicated to the 
requesting program (page 2, paragraph 19-20, and 24). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 19, Wanta discloses the selecting of the object to provide the function is 
performed by a distributor program based on a selection algorithm (page 2, paragraphs 19-20, 
page 6, paragraphs 85 - 86). 

12. Regarding claim 20, Wanta discloses the distributor program is resident on 

a computer where the requesting program resides (page 2, paragraphs 22 and 24, page 4, 
paragraph 56). 
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13. Regarding claim 21, Wanta discloses the distributor program selects an object to perform 
the function from a group of objects which perform the function (page 2, paragraph 19-20 and 
24). 

14. Regarding claim 22, Wanta discloses the distributor identifies objects which perform the 
function and associated the objects in the group of objects (page 2, paragraphs 20, 21, 22, and 24, 
page 4, paragraph 50) 

1 5. Regarding claim 23, Wanta discloses the distributor queries a CORBA compliant naming 
service to identify the objects that perform the function (page 2, paragraph 26, page 4, paragraph 
54). 



1 6. Regarding claim 24, Wanta discloses the distributor checks each of the objects in the 
group of objects to determine if the objects are available (page 2, paragraphs 19, 20, and 24). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1 7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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18. Claims 1, 2, 6, 8, 9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wanta et al. (US Pat. Application Publication 2002/0152145, hereinafter Wanta), as applied to 
claim 10 above. 

1 9. Regarding claim 1, Wanta discloses an object distribution system for distributing access 
to objects, wherein the objects reside on one or more computers attached to a network (abstract, 
fig. 6), the system comprising: 

a first computer in communication with the network (fig. 6, page 2, paragraph 22); 
wherein the first 
computer comprises: 

a client program (page 2, paragraph 22); 

a distributor program (page 2, paragraph 24, page 4, paragraph 56); 

a first object proxy, wherein the first object proxy is associated with a first object 
resident on a computer in communication with the network (page 2, paragraph 22, page 
4, paragraphs 50-51, page 6, paragraphs 71 - 73); and 

a second object proxy, wherein the second object proxy is associated with a 
second object resident on a computer (page 2, paragraph 22, page 4, paragraphs 50-51, 
page 6, paragraphs 71 - 73); 

wherein the first object and the second object perform a function (page 2, paragraphs 21, 
22, and 24, page 4, paragraph 50); and 

wherein the distributor program selects between the first and the second object to perform 
the function for the client program (page 1, paragraph 14, and page 2, paragraphs 20 and 24, 
page 5, paragraph 56). 
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Wanta however did not clearly disclose the first and second objects are on the same 
computer. Instead, Wanta discloses that object request broker (ORB) searches for an available 
object to service the request and in the event an instance of the required object can not be found, 
the ORB invokes a new instance of the object (page 2, paragraph 24). It is obvious that a 
computer (server) can have more than one object. Wanta also discloses that any given domain 
comprises a collection of objects, said to be members of the domain that are associated with 
some common characteristics (page 4, paragraph 50). It would have been obvious to recognize 
that each of the network computer (server) in Wanta's system is capable of having multiple 
objects that can perform the similar functions, which ORB selects one of the object that available 
to perform the quest. 

20. Regarding claim 2, Wanta discloses the distributor program selects between the first and 
the second objects based on a round robin algorithm (page 2, paragraph 20, page 6, paragraphs 
85 - 86). 

2 1 . Regarding claim 6, Wanta discloses the distributor program identifies the first and the 
second objects as providing the function (page 2, paragraphs 21, 22, and 24, page 4, paragraph 
50). Wanta did not clearly disclose the step of associating the first and the second objects in an 
object group. Instead, Wanta discloses that object request broker (ORB) searches for an 
available object to service the request and in the event an instance of the required object can not 
be found, the ORB invokes a new instance of the object (page 2, paragraph 24). It is obvious 
that a computer (server) can have more than one object. Wanta also discloses that any given 
domain comprises a collection of objects, said to be members of the domain that are associated 
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with some common characteristics (page 4, paragraph 50). It would have been obvious to 
recognize that each of the network computer (server) in Wanta' s system is capable of having 
multiple objects that can perform the similar functions, which ORB selects one of the object that 
available to perform the quest. 

22. Regarding claim 8, Wanta discloses the first and the second objects are CORBA 
compliant (page 2, paragraph 26, page 4, paragraph 54). 

23. Regarding claim 9, Wanta discloses the feature of both fine and coarse balancing of 
object distribution (page 1, paragraphs 19 - 20 and 24, and page 7, paragraph 90). 

24. Claim 13 is rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 6 above. 

25. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wanta et al. 
(US Pat. Application Publication 2002/0152145) in view of Applicant's admitted prior art 
(hereinafter AAPA). 

26. Regarding claim 3, Wanta did not clearly disclose the objects proxies are maintained in a 
cache associated with the distributor program. Nevertheless, AAPA discloses that the ORB 
provides a proxy object in the client's address space, which creates an illusion that the remote 
object is local the client (specification page 1, lines 25 - 26). It would have been obvious for the 
proxy object to be maintained in cache for effectively accessing the frequently used data. It 
would also have been obvious for one of an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
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made, to incorporate AAPA together with Wanta to save the object proxies in a cache for 
effectively accessing the frequently used data in an efficient manner. 

27. Regarding claim 4, Wants discloses the distributor program checks to determine if the 
first object is available (page 2, paragraphs 20 and 24). 

28. Regarding claim 5, Wanta discloses the distributor program selects the first object to 
perform the function for the client program only when the first object is available (page 2, 
paragraphs 20 and 24). 

29. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wanta et 
al. (US Pat. Application Publication 2002/0152145) in view of Chow et al. (US 6,751,646, 
hereinafter Chow). 

30. Regarding claim 7, Wanta did not clearly disclose the distributor program identifies the 
first and the second objects using a naming service. Nevertheless, the uses of name services for 
distributed object system is considered well know and well defined under the CORBA as being 
disclosed by Chow (col. 1, lines 15-37, col. 9, lines 14 - 45). It would have been obvious for 
one of an ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to incorporate the feature 
in Chow with the Wanta so that name service can be used by the client to determine where on the 
network a particular CORBA compliant object resides. 

3 1 . Claim 14 is rejected on the same ground as stated in claim 7 above. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lilian Vo whose telephone number is 571-272-3774. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 7:30am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Lilian Vo 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2127 
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